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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1  Proposed Action

The Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR), Division of Entomology & Plant Pathology and
Division of Forestry, proposes a cooperative project with the United States Department of Agriculture
(USDA), Animal Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) to treat the gypsy moth populations a one
site in Scott county that covers an estimated 378 acres (Table 1 & see map in Appendix B). The
preferred alternative for the cooperative project is Alternative 2: Btk. A state-funded project to treat
infested trees in the site with Dimilin by ground application is not part of the cooperative project, but it
isincluded in this environmental analysis.

Table 1. Treatment Site and Acres by County and Treatment Method for 2006 (also see Appendix B).

TREATMENT SITES TREATMENT ACRES
By Treatment Method By Treatment Method
COUNTY Matin Ground Matin Ground
Digunty | B Aeria | Treament | L2009 | Btk Aeria | Treatment
isruption x disruption e
Scott
(Crothersville) 0 1 ! 0 378 <1
Cooperative Project
by Treatment 0 1 0 0 378 0
Total Cooperative 1 378
Project
State Project by
Treatment 0 0 1 0 0 <1

** Ground treatment is not part of the cooperative project.

1.2  Project Objective
The objective for this cooperative project is to eradicate gypsy moth by eliminating reproducing
populations from the proposed treatment site.

1.3 Need for Action

Gypsy moth is not native to the United States, and it lacks effective natural controls. The caterpillars
feed on the foliage of many host plants. Oaks are the preferred host species, but the caterpillars defoliate
many species of trees and shrubs when oaks are not available. When high numbers of gypsy moth
caterpillars are present, forests and trees suffer severe defoliation, which can result in reduced tree
growth, branch dieback and even tree mortality. The high numbers of caterpillars also create a
substantial public nuisance and can affect human health.

The State of Indiana, with the IDNR, Division of Entomology and Plant Pathology as the lead agency, is
dedicated to preserving urban and rural forested habitats from damage by gypsy moth and to enforcing
interstate and intrastate quarantines to further protect areas not currently infested by this pest.



If no action is taken, gypsy moth will increase and spread, and defoliation will occur. Therefore, the "no
action" aternative is not preferred due to state officials desire to eliminate the isolated infestations,
prevent human discomfort associated with infestations, delay damage to local plant communities and
reduce spread to adjacent uninfested areas. Local citizens agreed that the “no action” aternative is not
preferred through the scoping process (Appendix A).

1.4  Decisionsto be Made and Responsible Officials

The preferred aternative in this document proposes cooperative participation of the IDNR and the
APHIS in treating gypsy moth populations in Indiana. The decision to be made by the responsible
APHIS official is to choose which of the aternatives presented in this document best fulfills the
objectives of the proposed action, and thus the needs of the people of Indiana. In addition, the decision
will have to be made as to whether or not any perceived significant environmental impacts could result
from the implementation of this project. If there are none, this will be documented in a Decision Notice
and FONSI (Finding of No Significant Impact). If significant environmental impacts are found and the
project isto continue, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would be prepared.

The alternatives analyzed for this environmental assessment are: 1) No cooperative project (No action),
2) Btk, 3) Mating disruption, and 4) Mass trapping. The responsible APHIS official who will make this
decisonis:

Gary Simon, State Plant Health Director, USDA, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, 120
Professional Court Suite D, Lafayette, IN 47905, (765) 446-0267.

The responsible officials for the implementation of the cooperative project in the Indiana IDNR are:

Robert D. Waltz, Ph. D., State Entomologist, Indiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of
Entomology and Plant Pathology, 402 West Washington Street, |GC South, Room W290,
Indianapolis, IN 46204, (317) 232-4120

John Seifert, State Forester, Indiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of Forestry,
402 West Washington Street, |GC South, Room W296, Indianapolis, IN 46204, (317) 232-4105.

15  Scopeof the Analysis

A final environmental impact statement (FEIS), developed by the USDA, APHIS and Forest Service
(USFS), entitled Gypsy Moth Management in the United States. a Cooperative Approach (USDA 1995)
was made available in November 1995. The Record of Decision for the FEIS was signed in January of
1996 (USDA 1996), and Alternative 6 was selected, which includes all three management strategies
analyzed — suppression, eradication, and slow-the-spread. These strategies depend upon the infestation
status of the area: generally infested, uninfested, and transition. Implementation of the FEIS preferred
alternative requires that a site-specific environmental analysis be conducted to address local issues
before federal or cooperative projects are conducted. This site-specific analysis is tiered to the
programmatic environmental impact statement (USDA 1995). As part of the analyses conducted for the
FEIS, human health and ecological risk assessments were prepared (Human Health Risk Assessment,
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Appendix F to the FEIS and Ecological Risk Assessment, Appendix G to the FEIS). The purpose of
tiering is to eliminate repetitive discussions of the issues addressed in the FEIS (40 CFR, 1502.20 and
1508.28 in Council on Environmental Quality, 1992).

1.6  Summary of Public Involvement and Notification

A public meeting was held during January 2006 (Appendix A). Notices were delivered to elected
officias, interested groups, residents and local media. At the meeting, state officials presented
aternatives for gypsy moth management. The discussion included identification and biology of gypsy
moth, pest impacts, survey methods, and control tactics. The proposed actions and alternatives,
including no action, were discussed. Local issues, questions and concerns raised at the public meetings
areincluded in Appendix A.

Information gathered at the public meeting and from resource professionals was used to develop issues
and concerns related to the project. They are grouped into two categories; 1) issues used to formulate
alternatives, and 2) other issues and concerns.

1.7 | ssues Used to For mulate the Alter natives

Each of the magjor issues is introduced in this section. Discussion pertaining directly to each issue as it
relates to the alternatives can be found in Chapter 4.

Issue 1 - Human Health and Safety. Three types of risk are addressed under this issue: 1) an aircraft
accident during applications, 2) treatment materials and potential effects on people, and 3) the future
effects of gypsy moth infestations on people.

Issue 2 - Effects on Nontarget Organisms and Environmental Quality. The major concerns under
this issue are: 1) the impact of treatment materials to nontarget organisms, including threatened and
endangered species that may be in the treatment sites, and 2) the future impacts of gypsy moth
defoliation on the forest resources, water quality, wildlife and other natural resources.

Issue 3 - Economic and Political Impacts of Treatment vs. Non-Treatment. Gypsy moth outbreaks
can have significant economic impacts due to effects on the timber resource, nursery and Christmas tree
producers, and recreational activities. An additional economic impact is a gypsy moth quarantine
imposed to regulate movement of products from the forest, nursery and recreational industries to
uninfested areas.

Issue 4 - Likelihood of Success of the Project. The objective of this project is reducing the spread rate
of gypsy moth within Indiana. Alternatives vary in their likelihood of success for the current situation in
Indiana. Measurement of project success is important for delaying gypsy moth impacts to Indiana and
neighboring states.



1.8  Other Concernsand Questions

Concerns and questions were discussed during the public meetings (see Appendix A). Also, other
agencies were consulted (see Appendix C). Information from these sources was used to develop
mitigating measures, management requirements and constraints.

19 Summary of Authorizing Laws and Policies

State. The Division Director (State Entomologist) may cooperate with a person in Indiana to locate,
check, or eradicate a pest or pathogen (Indiana Code 14-24-2-1). The Division Director may, on the
behalf of the department, enter into a cooperative agreement with the United States government, the
government of another state, or an agency of the United States or another state to carry out this article
(Indiana Code 14-24-2-2). Aeria applicators must meet Indiana Pesticide Use and Application Law
(Indiana Code 15-3-3.6) to provide safe, efficient and acceptable applications of pesticides. The
Non-Game and Endangered Species Conservation law (Indiana Code 14-22-34) applies to this project.

Federal. Authorization to conduct treatments for gypsy moth infestations is given in the Plant
Protection Act of 2000 (7 U.S.C. section 7701 et.seq.).

The Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 provides the authority for the USDA and state
cooperation in management of forest insects and diseases. The law recognizes that the nation’ s capacity
to produce renewable forest resources is significantly dependent on non-federal forestland. The 2002
Farm Bill (P.L. 107-171d.) reauthorizes the basic charter of the Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of
1978.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (P.L. 91-190), 42 USC 4321 et.seq. requires a
detailed environmental analysis of any proposed federal action that may affect the human environment.
The courts regard federally funded state actions as federal actions.

The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act of 1947, (7 USC 136) as amended, known as
FIFRA, requires insecticides used within the United States be registered by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act prohibits federal actions from jeopardizing the continued
existence of federally listed threatened or endangered species or adversely affecting critical habitat of
such species.

Section 106 of the National Historical Preservation Act and 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic
Properties requires the State Historic Preservation Officer be consulted regarding the proposed activities.

USDA Departmental Gypsy Moth Policy (USDA 1990) assigns the USFS and APHIS responsibility to
assist states in protecting non-federal lands from gypsy moth damage.



20 ALTERNATIVESINCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION
21 Process Used to Formulate the Alter natives

Staff entomologists and administration within the IDNR, Division of Entomology and Plant Pathology
and the Division of Forestry in cooperation with APHIS, formulated severa aternatives to treat the
gypsy moth populations in Indiana under the eradication strategy (See Chapter 6, Persons and Agencies
Consulted).

The FEIS (USDA 1995), which this document is tiered to, allows the USDA to participate in the
Cooperative Gypsy Moth Project for Indiana. The USDA can assist in conducting eradication,
slow-the-spread and suppression strategies. The FEIS lists the treatment options for each of the
strategies (USDA 1995, Voal. Il, p.2-15). For the eradication strategy, the following six treatment
options may be considered: 1) Bacillus thuringiensis var. kurstaki (Btk), 2) diflubenzuron (Dimilin), 3)
nucleopolyhedrosis virus (Gypchek), 4) mass trapping, 5) mating disruption (pheromone flakes), and 6)
sterile insect release. These treatment options from the FEIS were used as the alternatives for the site-
specific analysis of this Environmental Assessment.

2.2  Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Study
The following alternatives that are available were eliminated from consideration:

Diflubenzuron (Dimilin). The label for diflubenzuron (Dimilin) prohibits its use over wetlands and
directly to water. The treatment site contains a river and associated bottomland that periodically floods.
Therefore, its use was not considered for this project. This does not preclude the consideration and use
of Dimilin in future projects.

Gypsy moth specific nucleopolyhedrosis virus (Gypchek). Gypsy moth nucleopolyhedrosis virus
(Gypchek) has avery limited supply and is targeted for use in specia areas that have high environmental
concerns. There are limited data on the effectiveness of Gypchek in low-level gypsy moth populations.
It is preferably used in suppression projects against moderate to high gypsy moth populations (USDA
1995, Vol. I, p. A7). Therefore, NPV is not considered for this project. In future projects, it will be
evaluated for use.

Sterile insect release. The FEIS documents the use of sterile insects for elimination of isolated gypsy
moth populations. It also documents the obstacles of using this alternative - the limited release period;
need to synchronize production of sterile pupae and release into the population; and the limited
availability. This treatment alternative is currently not available, and it has not been used in recent
eradication or slow-the-spread treatment projects. Giving consideration to these obstacles, this
alternative was not considered for this project. In future projects, it will be evaluated for use.

2.3  Alternatives Considered in Detail
Alternative 1 - No action. Under the no action alternative, treatment options of Btk, mating disruption,

mass trapping or any other direct action to eliminate gypsy moth from the proposed treatment site would
not be taken by the IDNR or USDA. This does not preclude landowners from taking action.

5



If no action is taken, the gypsy moth will reproduce and populations will begin to defoliate trees in the
area. Gypsy moth populations will develop and spread to surrounding areas. This is not a preferred
alternative because damage and regulatory action will occur sooner than if other alternatives are
Selected.

Alternative 2 — Btk (Preferred Alternative). This treatment option uses one or two applications of Btk
at 24 to 30 billion international units (BIU) per acre applied from air or ground. The applications would
begin when leaf expansion is near 50% and when first and second instar caterpillars are present and
feeding. This usually occurs between mid April and mid May in southern Indiana. The second
application would follow no sooner than four days after the first application. Most commercial
formulations of Btk are aqueous flowable suspension containing 48 or 76 BlU/gal. (Appendix D —
example of product label). For aerial application at 24 to 30 BIU, less than 3.0 quarts of the product
would be applied per acre.

Btk has been a commonly used treatment option in Cooperative Gypsy Moth Projects in Indiana and
other states. Btk isanaturally occurring soil-borne bacterium that is mass-produced and formulated into
a commercial insecticide. The Btk strain is effective against caterpillars, including the gypsy moth
caterpillar. Caterpillarsingest Btk while eating the foliage. Once in the midgut, Btk becomes active and
causes death within a few hours or days (USDA 1995, Val. II, p. A3-A5). Btk may impact nontarget
species of spring-feeding caterpillars in the treatment sites, but the impact to the local population is
usually very minimal as Btk rapidly degrades on the foliage within a few weeks, and the nontarget
lepidopterans generally re-colonize treatment sites in less than 2 years (USDA 1995, Vol. I, p. 4-52 to
4-55). Human exposure to Btk provides little cause for concern, though direct exposure to the spray
may cause temporary eye and respiratory tract irritation in afew people (USDA 1995, Val. 11, p. 4-13).

Btk has proven effective at eliminating gypsy moth at all population levels. Btk applications can meet
the project objective of eliminating gypsy moth populations from the proposed treatment site.

Alternative 3 - Mating disruption. This treatment option uses one aerial application of pheromone
flakes prior to the emergence of male moths. This would occur in mid-June to early July. Mating
disruption relies on the attractive characteristics of the gypsy moth sex pheromone, disparlure. The
objective of mating disruption is to saturate the treatment area with enough pheromone sources to
confuse the male moths and prevent them from finding and mating with female moths. Mating
disruption is considered specific to gypsy moth and is not known to cause impacts to nontarget organism
populations, water quality, microclimate, or soil productivity and fertility (USDA 1995, Val. II, p. 4-67).

Mating disruption involves the aerial application of plastic flake dispensers that are impregnated with
the gypsy moth pheromone. The formulation of Disrupt Il (see Appendix D — example of product
labels) consists of small plastic flakes, approximately 1/32 inch x 3/32 inch (1 x 3 mm) in size, thus the
name “pheromone flakes’. A sticker, Monsanto's Gelva 2333, is applied to the flakes as they are
dispersed from the aircraft, which aids in the distribution of the flakes throughout all levelsin the forest
canopy where mating could potentially occur. The flakes are green in color and applied at arate of 6 or
15 grams active ingredient (disparlure) per acre. At the high rate of 15 grams, 85 grams of flakes are
applied in 4 fluid ounces of sticker per acre (4 flakes per sg.ft.) (Reardon et a. 1998). All of the



ingredients in the Gelva 2333 sticker are considered non-hazardous to public health if used as an
additive in the insecticide formulation (40 CFR 180.1001).

Pheromone flakes have proven effective at eliminating gypsy moth at very low population levels. The
application of pheromone flakes can not meet the project objective of eliminating gypsy moth
populations from the proposed treatment site as the site has a low population level of gypsy moth, and a
prior mating disruption treatment on the site failed to eliminate the low population level.

Alternative4 - Masstrapping. Thistreatment option places gypsy moth traps at a close spacing within
the treatment sites. “The objective of this treatment is to capture male gypsy moths before they have a
chance to locate and mate with female moths” (USDA 1995, Vol Il, p. A-7). “For mass trapping, delta
or milk carton traps are deployed in an intensive grid pattern in an infested area and an adjacent buffer
area at the rate of at least 9 traps per acre” (USDA 1995, Vol. Il, p. A-8). Thus, it is very labor
intensive, especialy over large areas. Typically, mass trapping is used on small infestations of less than
40 acres.

Mass trapping has proven capable of eradicating gypsy moth at very low population levels in isolated
introductions that are small in size (<40 acres). The use of mass trapping can not meet the project
objective of eliminating the gypsy moth population from the proposed treatment site as the site is >40
acres and thereisalow level population.



24  Comparative Summary of Alternatives
Table 2. Summary of Environmental Consequences for Alternatives by I ssues from Chapter 4
Issuel Issue 2 Issue3 Issue4
Human Health & Effects on Nontarget Organisms Economic and Political Likelihood of
Safety (p. 11-12) & Environmental Quality (p. 12- | Impacts (p. 14) Success of the
13) Project (p. 14)
Alternativel | - Norisk of anaircraft | - No direct effect to nontarget - Regulatory action would - Gypsy moth
No Action accident or spill. organisms, including threatened OCCUr sooner. would not be
- Norisk of Btk and endangered species. - Spread of gypsy moth eliminated
contact with humans. - Future gypsy moth impacts will | through the county and into | from treatment
- Gypsy moth occur sooner, which includes adjacent countieswould not | sitesand
outbreaks will occur defoliation and reduction in the be slowed. project
sooner with the oak component of forest stands. objective
associated nuisance would not be
and health impactsto met.
humans.
Alternative2 | - Slight risk of aircraft | - Direct impact on spring feeding | - Regulatory action would - Successis
Btk accident and pesticide | caterpillars, temporary reduction | not be implemented in the likely in the
spill. inlocal populations. county during the current treatment site.
- Contact with Btk - No effect to Karner blue year.
may cause mild and butterfly and Mitchell’ s satyr as - Slows the spread of gypsy
temporary irritation neither species occur in or near moth.
(eye, skin & treatment site.
respiratory) to afew - No impact to forage base of bald
people. eagle & copperbelly watersnake.
- Delay effect of gypsy | - Adverse effect on IndianaBat is
moth outbreaks on unlikely.
humans. - Delay the impact of gypsy moth
defoliation on environmental
quality.
Alternative 3 | - Slight risk of aircraft | - No effect to nontarget - Regulatory action would - Successis
Mating accident. organisms, including threatened not be implemented in the not likely in
disruption - No effect to human and endangered species. county during the current the treatment
health. - Delay the impact of gypsy moth | year. site because of
- Delay effect of gypsy | defoliation on environmental - Slows the spread of gypsy | low level
moth outbreaks on quality. moth. population
humans.
Alternative4 | - Norisk of aircraft - No effect to nontarget - Regulatory action would - Successis
Mass trapping | accident or spill. organisms, including threatened not be implemented in the not likely in
- Norisk of Btk and endangered species. county during the current the treatment
contact with humans - Delay the impact of gypsy moth | year. site because of
- No effect to human defoliation on environmental - Slows the spread of gypsy | low level
health quality. moth. population.

- Delay effects of
gypsy moth outbreaks
on humans.

- Cost is prohibitivein large
treatment sites.




3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.1  Description of the Proposed Treatment Sites
Scott County: There are approximately 123,400 acres in Scott County and 47,000 acres of forest that
contain both favorable and unfavorable host species.

Crothersville: The proposed treatment site contains 378 acres. The site is forests, rural residences
and farmland. The forest contains oak, hickory, beech, maple, yellow poplar and other hardwoods.
The site was detected in 2002, delimited in 2003, treated in 2004 with mating disruption, and
delimited in 2005. Surveys detected egg masses. The surveys indicate a low gypsy moth
population, and Btk is proposed for the site because the population is above the threshold for
application of mating disruption.

3.2  Threatened and Endangered Species

Consultation with the staff of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service determined that neither of the federally
endangered species Karner blue butterfly (Lycaeides melissa samuelis) and Mitchell’s satyr butterfly
(Neonympha mitchelii) are known to occur within or adjacent to the site proposed for treatment using
Btk. (Appendix C—U.S. Fish & Wildlife Letter).

The treatment sites are within the range of the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), bald
eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and copperbelly watersnake (Nerodia erythrogaster neglecta). The
U.S. Fish & Wildlife does “not anticipate adverse effects on copperbelly water snake or bald eagles from
any treatments at this time, because both species forage base consists mainly of vertebrates.” For
Indiana bat, the proposed treatment site is not near hibernacula, but the site is within the summer habitat.
The U.S. Fish & Wildlife indicates the “link between loss of a lepidopteran forage base for Indiana bats
and adverse effects on the species is uncertain, therefore at this time we consider the likelihood of take
to be discountably small. However, to minimize impacts on foraging Indiana bats we recommend that
aerial spraying at the listed sites above be conducted as early as possible in the season.” The U.S. Fish
& Wildlife “concludes that the federally assisted 2006 gypsy moth program is not likely to adversely
affect any of these federally listed species, ...” (Appendix C —U.S. Fish & Wildlife Letter).

The IDNR, Environmental Unit reviewed the project. The Unit stated, “However, the devastating
effects of uncontrolled gypsy moth infestations are well documented. At this time, no harm to state or
federal listed species, resulting from the proposed control measures, is known or anticipated. The
potential harm from the project is less than the potential harm to these same species from an
uncontrolled gypsy moth infestation.” (Appendix C — IDNR, Early Coordination/Environmental
Assessment).

3.3  Protection of Historic Properties
The State Historic Preservation Officer did not identify any historic buildings, structures, districts,

objects, or archaeological resources listed in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places within the probable area of potential effects. Nor did the Officer identify any historic properties



that will be altered, demolished, or removed by the proposed project pursuant to Indiana Code 14-21-1-
18. (Appendix C —IDNR Letter Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology).

10



4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section is the scientific and analytic basis for the comparison of alternatives. It describes the
probable consequences (effects) of each aternative for each issue. Environmental consequences are
summarized in Table 2 for each combination of the alternatives and issues.

4.1 Human Health and Safety (Issue 1)

Alternative 1 — No action. For this aternative, there would be no cooperative project, therefore risk of
human contact with pheromone flakes or Btk and an aircraft accident during application would not exist.
However, future impacts by gypsy moth to human health will occur sooner under Alternative 1 than if
treatments are used to eliminate the gypsy moth populations. Gypsy moth outbreaks have been
associated with adverse human health effects, including skin lesions, eye irritation, and respiratory
reactions. Gypsy moth caterpillars can become a serious nuisance that can cause psychological stressin
some individuals (USDA 1995, Val. 11, p. 4-9).

Alternative 2 - Btk. Human exposure to Btk provides little cause for concern about health effects. “On
the basis of both the available epidemiology studies as well as the long history of use, no hazard has
been identified for members of the general public exposed to Btk formulations” (USDA 1995, Val. Ill,
p. 4-15). Exposure to Btk may result in temporary eye, skin, and respiratory tract irritation in a few
people. A detailed analysis of the risks posed to humans by Btk was conducted for the FEIS -- Human
Health Risk Assessment (USDA 1995, Voal. Il1). Glare and O’ Callaghan provide a comprehensive
review of Bacillus thuringiensis, including Btk. They conclude with this statement, “ After covering this
vast amount of literature, our view isaqualified verdict of safeto use.” (Glare and O’ Callaghan, 2000)

A dlight risk of an accident always exists when conducting aerial applications — Btk uses two
applications. To further reduce this risk, a detailed work and safety plan is required prior to program
implementation, which outlines guidelines for aircraft inspections, Btk loading, and conditions for safe
applications. The effect of gypsy moth outbreaks on humans would be delayed using this alternative.

Alternative 3 — Mating disruption. The toxicity of insect pheromones to mammals is relatively low
and their activity is target-specific. Therefore the EPA requires less rigorous testing of these products
than of conventional insecticides. Risk to human health due to exposure to disparlure, the active
ingredient in pheromone flakes, is discussed in the FEIS (USDA 1995,Val. I, pp. 4-30 to 4-32). Once
absorbed through direct contact, disparlure is very persistent in humans, and individuals exposed to
disparlure may attract adult male moths for prolonged periods of time. This persistence is viewed as a
nuisance and not a health risk (USDA 1995, Val. Ill, 8-1). In acute toxicity tests, disparlure was not
toxic to mammals, birds, or fish (USDA 1995, Voal. 1V, 5-5) therefore no effects to human health are
anticipated.

A dlight risk of an accident always exists when conducting aerial applications — mating disruption uses
one application. To further reduce this risk, a detailed work and safety plan is required prior to program
implementation, which outlines guidelines for aircraft inspections, pheromone flake loading, and
conditions for safe applications. The effect of gypsy moth outbreaks on humans would be delayed using
this alternative.
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Alternative 4 —Mass trapping. The human health effects are not anticipated from the use of disparlure
in the delta traps (see Alternative 3 above). The effect of gypsy moth outbreaks on humans would be
delayed using this aternative.

4.2  Effectson Nontarget Organismsand Environmental Quality (Issue 2)

Alternative 1 — No action. With no treatments in the current year, future impacts by the gypsy moth
would occur sooner. Defoliation by the gypsy moth will cause selective mortality of preferred host
trees. During outbreaks, forest ecosystems can change due to a reduction of the oak component and an
increase of tree species that are less desired by gypsy moth, such as maple and ash. Oak forests would
likely consist of amore mixed composition in the future, though oak would still be a component.

Gypsy moth defoliation and subsequent tree mortality can affect nontarget organisms by dramatically
changing habitats on a local scale. Heavy defoliation can remove food for other |leaf-feeding species,
including other caterpillars. However, it can also create new habitat for some species by creating snags
and increasing understory plant development by increasing light penetration into defoliated areas.
Impacts on a larger scale (national, regional, or state) are subtle, gradual, and may be noticeable only
after many years or decades (USDA 1995, Val. Il, p. 4-74). Short- and long-term changes in nontarget
species have been shown for moderate and heavy defoliation (USDA 1995, Val. I, p. 4-47 and 4-50).
An Ecological Risk Assessment (USDA 1995, Val. 1V) examined gypsy moth impacts on awide variety
of species (mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, fish, insects, mollusks, crustaceans, and other
invertebrates). Further discussion of gypsy moth and its impact on forest conditions can be found in the
FEIS (USDA 1995, Val. Il, p. 4- 41 and 4-74).

Alternative 2 - Btk. Btk can have direct and indirect effects on nontarget organisms. Direct toxicity of
Btk is generally limited to the larval stage of moth and butterfly species. Btk is not toxic to vertebrates,
honeybees, parasitic and predatory insects, and most aquatic invertebrates (USDA 1995, Val. 1V, p.
5-1). Btk has a direct adverse effect on caterpillars of moths and butterflies, but susceptibility varies
widely among species. Btk, as used in gypsy moth projects, poses a risk to some spring-feeding
caterpillars; however, permanent changes in their populations do not appear likely. An exception may
occur in certain habitats that support small isolated populations of a particular species of moth or
butterfly that is highly susceptible to Btk (USDA 1995, Val. II, p. 4-54). The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service identified two federally endangered butterflies - Karner blue butterfly (Lycaeides melissa
samuelis) and the Mitchell’s satyr butterfly (Neonympha mitchelii). However, these species are not
known to occur within or adjacent to the treatment site (Appendix C - U.S. Fish & Wildlife Letter).
Thus, no potential exists for Btk to affect these popul ations.

Btk may have an indirect effect on other organisms by a reduction in their food resource (e.g.
caterpillars, pupae, or adult moths and butterflies). Any effects on vertebrates due to reduction in food
availability are probably subtle, especially for mammals and birds that are very mobile. Populations of
some gypsy moth parasites and some general lepidopteran parasites may be reduced, due to the
reduction in number of potential hosts caused by the Btk spray (USDA 1995, Val. IV, p. 5-7). TheU.S.
Fish and Wildlife letter identified that the treatment site is within the range of the federally endangered
Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and copperbelly watersnake
(Nerodia erythrogaster neglecta). They “do not anticipate adverse effects on copperbelly water snake
or bald eagles from any treatments at this time, because both species forage base consists mainly of
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vertebrates.” For Indiana bat, the proposed treatment site is not near hibernacula, but the site is within
the summer habitat. The U.S. Fish & Wildlife indicates the “link between loss of a lepidopteran forage
base for Indiana bats and adverse effects on the species is uncertain, therefore at this time we consider
the likelihood of take to be discountably small. However, to minimize impacts on foraging Indiana bats
we recommend that aerial spraying at the listed sites above be conducted as early as possible in the
season.” The U.S. Fish & Wildlife “concludes that the federally assisted 2006 gypsy moth program is
not likely to adversely affect any of these federally listed species, ...” (Appendix C — U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Letter).

Applications of Btk formulations do not increase levels of Btk in soil, and Btk persists for a relatively
short time in the environment. Changes in soil productivity and fertility are not likely in the treatment
sites, because Btk occurs naturally in soils worldwide. Additional information concerning the effects to
soil can be found in Appendix G of the FEIS (USDA 1995, Val. V).

Application of Btk is likely to maintain the forest condition in the short-term by eliminating gypsy moth
populations in the treatment sites, thus delaying gypsy moth from expanding and causing defoliation. In
the long-term, gypsy moth will become well established in the county; even if this alternative is
implemented.

Alternative 3 — Mating disruption. The pheromone in the flake dispenser is specific to gypsy moth,
and it will not affect other insects, including any threatened and endangered species of butterflies or
moths.

A quantitative assessment of risk from mating disruption was not conducted for the FEIS because of
disparlure’s low toxicity to vertebrates and specificity to gypsy moth. As used in mating disruption,
disparlure is not likely to impact nontarget organisms (USDA 1995, Val. Il, p. 4-67). The toxicity of
insect pheromones to mammals is relatively low. In acute toxicity tests, disparlure was not toxic to
mammals, birds, or fish (USDA 1995, Vol. IV, 5-5). At normal application rates, concentration of the
pheromone (disparlure) impregnated in the flakes remains active for one season only. Therefore, no
effects on nontarget organisms are anticipated from the proposed Disrupt 11 application.

Most ingredients in the flakes are insoluble in water, so the risk of disparlure leaching into groundwater
isminimal. To determine the amount of disparlure that could potentially leach into water, 50 grams of
flakes were submerged in 150 ml of water and vigorously agitated for 24 hours. Results indicate that
less than 0.04% of the active ingredient (disparlure) contained in the flakes leached into water under
these conditions. Disrupt 11 is applied at doses of 6 or 15grams of active ingredient (disparlure) per acre
and 90% of the flakes are intercepted by and adhere to the forest canopy, where they remain until they
have released most of the disparlure.

Using pheromone flakes to disrupt mating is likely to maintain the forest condition in the short-term by
eliminating gypsy moth populations in the treatment sites, thus delaying gypsy moth from expanding
and causing defoliation. In the long-term, gypsy moth will become well established in the county; even
if this aternative isimplemented.

Alternative 4 - Mass trapping. The pheromone in the deltatrap is specific to gypsy moth and will not
have an effect on other insects or threatened and endangered species of butterflies or moths. “Mass
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trapping does not affect nontarget organisms, except those (primarily flying insects) that accidentally
find their way into the trap.” (USDA 1995, Val. II, p. A-9).

Mass trapping is likely to maintain the forest condition in the short-term by eliminating gypsy moth
populations in the treatment sites, thus delaying gypsy moth from expanding and causing defoliation. In
the long-term, gypsy moth will become well established in the county; even if this alternative is
implemented.

4.3  Economic and Political Impacts of Treatment vs. Non-Treatment (Issue 3)

Alternative 1 — No action. If no treatments were applied, the likely action would be to implement
guarantine in the county during the next year. A quarantine would regulate movement of firewood, logs,
other timber products, mobile homes, recreationa vehicles, trees, shrubs, Christmas trees, and outdoor
household articles. Thiswould create afinancial impact to industries that deal with these products.

If current populations are not treated, they will continue to reproduce and grow in size. Defoliation
would become noticeable in the future, but it would be difficult to predict exactly when noticeable
defoliation would occur. Requests for federal assistance to suppress gypsy moth would be likely when
defoliation occurs. Suppression projects are generally more expensive in total dollars than eradication
projects because much larger areas are treated. The economic impact to state budgets would increase, as
responsible agencies would need to administer and fund these suppression projects.

Following defoliation, negative financial impacts are likely to occur for recreational industries such as
resorts and campgrounds. Homeowners, private woodland owners, and forest-based industries could be
impacted by gypsy moth treatment costs, tree mortality, and adverse human health effects.

Alternatives 2 (Btk). If treatments are applied, regulatory action is not likely for the county during the
next year and the impacts listed under Alternative 1 would be delayed.

Alternatives 3 (Mating disruption). If treatments are applied, regulatory action is not likely for the
county during the next year and the impacts listed under Alternative 1 would be delayed.

Alternative 4 — Mass trapping.  If treatments are applied, regulatory action is not likely for the
county during the next year and the impacts listed under Alternative 1 would be delayed. Mass trapping
istypically used in small areas (less than 40 acres) because it is labor intensive (USDA 1995, Vol. II, p.
A8-9). Itsusefor thistreatment site would be cost prohibitive.

4.4  Likelihood of Success of the Project (Issue 4)

Alternative 1 — No action. Project objectives would not be met with this aternative. Gypsy moth
would not be eliminated from the treatment sites, and its population would serve as a source for
increased spread within the counties and into surrounding counties. If these populations were allowed to
increase and expand, gypsy moth could spread through the remainder of the state in <10 years (Sharov et
al. 2002).
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Alternative 2 - Btk. Project successis likely with this alternative. Btk is effective in eliminating gypsy
moth in the treatment sites with low gypsy moth populations.

Alternative 3 — Mating disruption. Pheromone flakes have proven effective at eliminating gypsy
moth at very low population levels. The application of pheromone flakes cannot meet the project
objective of eliminating gypsy moth populations from the proposed treatment site as the site has a low
population level of gypsy moth, and a prior mating disruption treatment on the site failed to eliminate
the low population.

Alternative 4 — Mass trapping. Mass trapping has proven capable of eradicating gypsy moth at very
low population levels in isolated introductions that are small in size (<40 acres). Mass trapping is a
labor-intensive treatment and sites greater than 40 acres are usually not mass trapped. The use of mass
trapping can not meet the project objective of eliminating the gypsy moth population from the proposed
treatment site as the site is >40 acres, the cost would be prohibitive and there is alow level population.

45  Unavoidable Adver se Effects

No unavoidable adverse effects were identified for the proposed project.

4.6 Irreversibleand Irretrievable Commitments of Resources

An irreversible commitment of resources results in the permanent loss of: 1) nonrenewable resources,
such as minerals or cultural resources; 2) resources that are renewable only over long periods of time,
such as soil productivity; or 3) a species (extinction) (USDA 1995, Vol. Il, p. 4-93). Except for
Alternative 1, thereis an irreversible commitment of labor, fossil fuel, and money spent on the project.
An irretrievable commitment is one in which a resource product or use is lost for a period of time while
managing for another (USDA 1995, Val. Il, p. 4-93). For this project, no irretrievable commitments

were identified.

4.7  Cumulative Effects
No cumulative effects were identified for this proposed project. Cumulative effects are the incremental
impacts of the action when added to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, that
collectively are significant.

The site was treated in 2004 with mating disruption. No cumulative effects of this treatment and the
proposed treatment are anticipated.

4.8  Other Information
Mitigation
The Cooperative Gypsy Moth Project will implement the following safeguards and mitigating measures:

- Newsreleases of treatments and dates will be given to local newspapers and radio/TV stations.
- Local safety authority will be notified by direct contact or phone calls.
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- Employees of state and federal agencies monitoring the treatment will receive training on treatment
methods to be able to answer questions from the public.

- Application of Btk will be suspended when school buses are in the site and when children are
outside on school grounds.

- Aircraft will be calibrated for accurate application of treatment material.

- Applications will be timed so the most susceptible gypsy moth stage is targeted.
Weather will be monitored during treatment to assure accurate deposition of the treatment material.

Monitoring

During the treatments, ground observers and/or aeria observers will monitor the application for
accuracy within the block perimeters, swath width, and drift. Application information (e.g. swath
widths, spray-on and spray-off, acres treated, and altitude) will be downloaded to an operations-base
computer.

The treatment site will be monitored using gypsy moth traps to determine the effectiveness of the
treatments.
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5.0 LIST OF PREPARERS

Phil Marshall, Forest Health Specialist, Division of Forestry, Indiana Department of Natural Resources,
Vallonia State Nursery, Valonia, IN 47281.

EA Responsibility: Participated in writing and reviewing the environmental assessment and in the
development of the proposed cooperative gypsy moth project.

Experience and Education: Experience as Forest Health Speciaist since 1974 and experience in gypsy
moth management since 1977. M.F., Duke University in Forest Entomology and Pathology; B.A.,
Catawba College in pre-forestry.
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6.0 LIST OF PERSONSAND AGENCIESCONSULTED

Kallie Bontrager, Nursery Inspector, IDNR Entomology and Plant Pathology, 402 West Washington
Street, Room 290W, Indianapolis, IN 46204. Consultation on treatment site and proposed project.

Dennis Haugen, Forest Entomologist, USDA Forest Service, Forest Health Protection, 1992 Folwell
Ave,, St. Paul, MN 55108. Consultation on treatment site and proposed project.

Christie Kiefer, Environmental Coordinator, Environmental Unit, Division of Water, 402 West
Washington Street, Room 273W, Indianapolis, IN 46204. Consultation on treatment site and proposed
project.

Scott Kinzie, Nursery Inspector, IDNR Entomology and Plant Pathology, 402 West Washington Street,
Room 290W, Indianapolis, IN 46204. Consultation on treatment site and proposed project.

Donna Leonard, Entomologist, STS Coordinator, USDA Forest Service, FHP, P.O. Box 2680,
Asheville, NC 28802. Consultation on treatment site.

Mike Neyer, Director, Division of Water, 402 West Washington Street, Room 273W, Indianapolis, IN
46204. Consultation on treatment site and proposed project.

Scott Pruitt, Field Supervisor, US Fish and Wildlife Service, 718 North Washington Street,
Bloomington, IN 47404. Threatened and endangered species.

Angela Rust, Nursery Inspector, IDNR Entomology and Plant Pathology, 402 West Washington Street,
Room 290W, Indianapolis, IN 46204. Consultation on treatment site and proposed project.

Jon Smith, IDNR Historical Preservation and Archaeology, 402 West Washington Street, Room W274,
Indianapolis, IN 46204. Historical property of concern.

Zack Smith, Forest Entomologist, IDNR Forestry, 402 West Washington Street, Room 296W,
Indianapolis, IN 46204. Consultation on treatment site and devel opment of cooperative project.

Tim Vawyrk, PPQ Inspector, USDA Animal Plant Health Inspection Service, 131 East Court Ave. LL1,
Jeffersonville, IN 47130. Consultation on treatment site and proposed project.

Robert Waltz, State Entomologist, IDNR Entomology and Plant Pathology, 402 West Washington

Street, Room 290W, Indianapolis, IN 46204. Consultation on treatment site and development of
cooperative project
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APPENDIX A. ISSUES, QUESTIONS AND CONCERNSFROM THE PUBLIC MEETING

At the public meeting (Table 1), representatives from the Division of Entomology and Plant Pathology
presented the proposed gypsy moth project, and answered and received questions and comments. The
presentation explained:

the life cycle, feeding habits and hosts of gypsy moth,

the identification of gypsy moth,

survey methods,

gypsy moth impacts and damage to the trees and forest,

selection of proposed sites,

selection of the treatment options,

the timing and application of treatments,

boundaries of the treatment sites with maps and photos.

Following the presentation and during the presentation, questions and comments were taken, answered
and discussed with the people attending the meeting. Representatives of the Division of Forestry and
USDA, Aphis also attended the meeting and assisted in answering and discussing questions and
comments from the people attending the meeting.

SUMMARY OF QUESTIONSAND COMMENTS

The response from the public meeting was positive. There were no negative comments expressed. The
public only asked three questions during the meeting. The questions did not address any of the four
issues -

e Human health and safety;

e Nontarget effects and environmental effects;

e Economic and political impacts;

e Likelihood of success of the proposed project and the treatment options proposed.

Two questions asked related to the biology of gypsy moth. The third question concerned the treatment
boundaries on the map and was asked by a Division of Forestry employee to ensure clarification and
understanding of the attendees of the treatment boundaries.

Table 1: Date, time and attendance of Public Meeting(s) for the proposed treatment sites by county.

#
COUNTY SITE DATE TIME Attending
Scott Crothersville 06 January 11, 2006 2:00 PM 5




APPENDIX B. MAPS of Proposed Treatment Sites

COUNTY SITE NAME TREATMENT | MAP TYPE PAGE
Scott Crothersville Btk Topographic B-2
Btk = Bacillus thuringiensis var. kurstaki with two aerial applications.
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APPENDIX C. U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICELETTER and OTHER LETTERS

United States Department of the Interior

Fish and Wildlife Service FISH awiLoLIFE
Bloomington Field Office (ES)
620 South Walker Street

Bloomington, IN 47403-2121
Phone: (812)334-4261 Fax: (812)334-4273

January 12, 2006

Mr. Robert Waltz

Indiana DNR, Division of Entomology and Plant Pathology
402 West Washington Street, Room 290

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

Dear Mr. Wdltz:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) hasreviewed your letter of December 15, 2005 regarding the 2006 gypsy moth trestment
program for 38 sitesin 11 Indiana counties (Allen, Elkhart, Kosciusko, LaGrange, LaPorte, Marshall, Noble, Porter, Scott, St
Joseph, Whitley). We are submitting the following comments on the 2005 program.

These comments have been prepared under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 €. seq.) and are
consstent with the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Endangered Species Act of 1973, andthe U. S. Fish
and Wildlife Service's Mitigation Policy.

The plan submitted in your letter includes aeria spraying of mating disruption pheromone flakes (Disrupt 1T) at 8 Sites (46,097
acres), and agrid spraying of Bacillusthuringiensis biologica control (Btk) at 18 sites plus 3 core area sites within larger pheromone
treatment areas (13,910 acres), all with federal funding assistance. Additionally, ground application of Dimilin to selected treesis
proposed at 9 sites. Dimilin application in 2006 is a State of Indiana action with no federal funding assistance.

Endangered butterflies

One of the proposed treatment methods, spraying with Bacillus thuringensis (Bt), is of concern for 2 federdly endangered species of
Lepidopterain Indiana, the Karner blue butterfly (Lycaei des melissa samueulis) and Mitchel's satyr butterfly (Neonympha mitchdii).
The known occurrences of these 2 endangered species are in the northern portions of Lake and Porter Counties (Karner blue
butterfly), and isolated locations in LaPorte and LaGrange Counties (Mitchell's satyr). The range of these species has not changed
since our review of the 2005 gypsy moth program. Neither speciesis known to occur within or adjacent to the Btk sitesidentified in
your letter, however the Portage Btk treatment site (900 acres) iswithin amile of the Karner blue butterfly population in and around
the Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore (UDNL). It isimperative that
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aerial spraying of Btk at the Portage site be conducted in amanner that will avoid any drift into the Karner blue butterfly populations
aress. LDNL staff can provide more information on the specific areas of concern. Treatment with Disrupt 11 pheromone flakes, which
is consdered to be highly specific for gypsy moths, will have no adverse impacts on the federally listed butterflies.

Other Endangered Species

The proposed trestment sites are within the range of the federdly endangered Indianabat (Myotis sodalis), and federally threatened
bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephal us) and copperbelly water snake (Nerodia erythrogaster neglectd). The Darden Road treatment
site is adjacent to occurrence records of the copperbelly water snake, which center around the Mud Lake/Deer Lake/Twin Lake
complex. We do not anticipate adverse effects on copperbelly water snakes or bald eagles from any treatments at thistime, because
both species forage base consists mainly of vertebrates.

Indiana bats hibernate in caves, then disperse to reproduce and forage in relatively undisturbed forested areas associated with water
resources during spring and summer. Y oung are raised in nursery colony roostsin trees, typicaly near drainagewaysin undevel oped
aress. Prior to hibernation, Indianabats feed intensively in forested areas near hibernaculain order to build up adequate fat reservesto
survive hibernation.

The diet of Indiana bats consists entirely of insects. Based on previous studies they appear to be somewhat opportunistic feeders.
Some studies have found lepidopterans as a major dietary component, while others found a diet dominated by terrestrial
Coleopterans or aquatic insects. Most of these studies were essentialy "sngpshots’ and thereisalack of comprehensive, long-term
research. It is possible that under some circumstances extensive elimination of abroad range of lepidopteran species over alarge
habitat area has the potentia to adversdly affect the food base of an Indianabat nursery colony. This concern increases grestly with
the use of Dimilin because it kills a much broader range of insects. None of the proposed treatment aress are near Indiana bat
hibernacula. Mogt of the 2006 Btk aerid trestment sites are limited to relatively small areas of Indianabat summer habitat, however
based upon the agria photos you provided we identified afew siteswhere a substantial amount of suitable forested summer habitat
occurswithin an agrid treatment area. These sites are listed below in descending size of affected forest:

1 Huntertown North 06 site (Allen County, 1434 acre treatment area), 600 acres of forest
(our estimate).

2 Lilac Road site (St. Joseph County, 467 acre trestment area) and Osceola-Elkhart South
site (Elkhart County, 3551 acre trestment ared), 300-350 acres of forest at each site.

3. Wolcottville site (Noble County, 1910 acre treatment area), Portage site (Porter County
909 acre treatment area), Springville site (LaPorte County, 389 acre trestment area) and
Crothersville 06 site (Scott County, 378 acre trestment ared), 200-250 acres of forest at each
Ste
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The link between loss of alepidopteran forage base for Indiana bats and adverse effects on the speciesis uncertain, therefore at this
time we consider the likelihood of take to be discountably small. However, to minimize impacts on foraging Indiana bats we
recommend that aerial spraying at the sites listed above be conducted as early as possible in the season. The Indiana bat summer
occupancy season is conddered to begin in mid-April, probably dightly later in northern Indiana. If future programsincorporate large
scale application of Dimilin, or propose BT agrid application over very large areas of Indianabat summer or winter habitat, this
issue will haveto be reevaluated.

The FWS concludes that the federally assisted 2006 gypsy moth program is not likely to adversdly affect any of thesefederaly listed
species, subject to the aforementioned concern about avoiding Btk drift toward the karner blue butterfly population at IDNL.

This precludes the need for further consultation on this project as required under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended. If, however, new information on endangered species at the Site becomes available or if project plans are changed
significantly, please contact our office for further consultation.

All of the Dimilin trestment sites (which are not federal actionsin 2006) are limited to very small areas with application limited to
selected trees, and are not near any current endangered species occurrence records. Federdly listed speciesare not likely to be
adversaly affected at any of those Sites.

For further discussion, please contact Mike Litwin at (812) 334-4261 ext. 205.

Sincerely yours,

) Neitias W Fls .

Scott E. Pruitt Supervisor

cc. ChrigieKefer, IndianaDivison of Fish and Wildlife, Indianapalis, IN Katie Smith, Indiana Division of Fish
and Wildlife, Indianapolis, IN USFWS, Chesterton, IN - Phillip Marshall, IDNR, PO Box 218, Vdlonia, IN
47281



THISISNOT A PERMIT

DNR # ER-11906
Requestor:

Proj ect
County/Siteinfo:

Regulatory Assessment:

Natural Heritage Database:

State of Indiana
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Division of Water

Early Coordination/Environmental Assessment

Request Received: December 12,2005
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Bob Waltz
Division of Entomology & Plant Pathology
402 West Washington Street, W290
Indianapolis, IN 46204

2006 Proposed Gypsy Moth Trestment Sites

Allen- Elkhart - Kosciusto - LaGrange - LaPorte - Marshall - Noble - Porter - Scott - St Joseph -
WhiiJey Counties

The Indiana Department of Natural Resources has reviewed the above referenced project per

your request. Our agency offersthe following comments for your information and in
accordance with the Nationd Environmenta Policy Act of 1969.

Formd gpproval by the Department of Natural Resources under the regulatory programs administered
by the Divison of Water isnot required for this project.

The Naturad Heritage Program's data have been checked.

Overdl, the approach to use mating disruption phermone flakes, as opposed to Btk or Dim, in areas
with natural habitat seems prudent. Although we have very little data on lepidopteransin these aress,
we know from surveysin similar habitats e sewhere, that rare butterflies and moths do use these
habitats.

Proposed trestment sites that will be treated using phermone flakes, and that contain possibly
sengtive habitat indlude Chain O' Lakes, Noble County, and Northwest Allen MD 06, Allen County.
The 6.111 acre Chain O' Lakestreatment Site encompasses Chain O'Lakes State Park. Likewise, at
24,938 acres, the Northwest Allen MD 06 treatment Site encompasses Rodenbeck Nature Preserve,
Bicentennia Woods Nature Preserve, Barrett Oak Hill Nature Preserve, and a segment of the sate
designated Cedar Creek Naturad and Scenic River. We have some concerns for impactsto native
lepidopterans at these locations, but have no documented occurrences of any rare specieswithin these
aress.

Mengerson Nature Preserve, which is a dedicated nature preserve owned by AcresLand Trugt, is
located within the Fort Wayne East treatment site, Allen County, and is scheduled for treatment with
Btk. There are no documented occurrences of rare lepidopteran species at thislocation; however, we
request that the trestment be done in the most sensitive manner possible to prevent adverse impacts
to non-target lepidopteran species.

The Springville treatment site, La Porte County, scheduled for trestment with Bk, islocated within 1
mile, and west-southwest of Springfield Fen Nature Preserve, which contains asignificant calcareous
fen wetland community and numerous state-listed plant and anima gpecies. Numerous occurrences
of rare lepidopteran species are known from Springfield Fen, so care should be used to avoid any
impacts to this significant and senditive area.



THISISNOT A PERMIT

State of Indiana
DEPARTMENT OF NATURALRESOURCES
Division of Water

Early Coordination/Environmental Assessment

Fish & Wildlife Comments. The impacts of this gypsy moth control effort areimpossible to predict However, the

Contact Staff:

devagtating effects of uncontrolled gypsy moth infestations are well documented. At thistime, no
harmto state or federd listed species, resulting from the proposed control measures, is known or
anticipated. The potentid harm from the project isless than the potentid harm to these same species
from an uncontrolled gypsy moth infestation.

The US Fish and Wildlife Service will provide their own comments regarding the impactsto federally
listed species, especidly the Kamer blue and Mitchdl's satyr butterflies that occur within countiesto
receive treetment.

Chrigtie L. Stanifer, Environ. Coordinator, Environmental Unit
Our agency appreciates this opportunity to be of service. Please do not hesitate to contact the above
staff member at (317) 232-4160 or 1-877-928-3755 (toll free) if we can be of further assistance.

Date: February 13, 2006

Jon W. Eggen
Environmental Supervisor
Division of Fish and Wildlif
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Bob Walls

State Emomoalogist

Indiana Deparment of Matarnl Ressurces
Dvivision of EMomelogy and Plant Pathology
407 West Washington Streel, Roam W290
Imdanapolis, Indiona 46204

Fedeml Agency: ULS, Department of Agricabnre]“USH0A™)
Stale Agency! Indiann Department of Notural Resources, Division of Entiomolopy and Plani Pathology
Res Gypsy math ersdicotion program for 2006

Edear Mr. Waltx

Pursgami to [ndiana Code [4-2]-1-18 the Indiana Depariment of Maturs] Resources, Division of Historie Preseryation and
Archasology (“"IMHPA") has condwected an annbysis of the macerials provided with your lewer dated December 14, 2005,
and received iy the DFPA on December 16, 2003, for the above indicated project in Allen, St Jossph, Kesciusko, Mobde,
Whitley, Elkhart, Parber, LaCirnnge, LalPome, Sootl, Marshall, and Ponier counties, Indinna, Pursuan| o Section | 0f of the
Mational Historle Preservation Act {16 UL5.C. § 470F and 36 CF.R. Part 800, the stolT of the Indiana Siate Historic
Preservation CHTicer {"Indinma SHPC™) kas conducted an analysis of thesme materials

Refer to the following commenis provided porsanm io Indinna Code 14-31-1-18:

Based an our analysis, it has been datermined that no histarie properties will be ahersl, danalished, or removed by the
propossd project.

I any archacologicalantfaets, fegtures, ar hisian remadns are dieovered durng construction, stafe law {Indiana Code 14-
21-1-27 & 2% requires that the discovery must be reporied @ the Department of Manir] Resounces.

Refer to the following comments provided parsaant 1o Section 18 of the Natonal Historke Preservation Act (16
LLSC: § 4700 and 36 CF.H. Part 5001

Based sipen the docaimentation availalle i Indiana SHEO, we have not ideitiled any hisiors balldings, structures,
districis, ohjects, or archasological resources listed in oreligible for nclasson in the MNatiomal Register within the probahle
area of podential effects.

Alsn, be ndvised that if any archneologicalanifacts or nman remainsare uncovered during consinction, demalidion, or
earthmoving activities, staie law {Indiana Code 1421-1-27 ond 29) requires that 4 discovery must be reported to the
Departiseit of Matieral Resowrces wilhin two {2) business dayvs. In the eveni that artifacts or featares are discovercd
during the implementationof the federally nssisted project, sctivity, or progrimoasd o plan bas mol been developed, it is
ihe federal agency " sresponsibility to make ressonable eMons o avesd, minimize of mitigste sdverse eifects in sccondance
with 16 C.F.R. § 800,13,

Bin Cijenl Cppriiusilp Eimbinyed
3 Naxw 1 e
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This infermation has been provided to assisithe USDA with the identificationof historic properiies. Upon completion off
the remainder of its identification and evaluation efforts in 36 CF.R. § 8004 (a-c), the USDA may analyze the
information that has been gathered and procesd to consider the effectson historic properties. Thereafter, the USDRA will
need to notify the [ndiana SHPO and other appropriate parties of the results of its identification and evaluation effarts and
its views on whether hisioric properiies may or may not be affecied with the apprepradocumentation as staled in 16
CER B 800.4(d). Refer to the following comments:

17 IT the USDA believes that a determination of “mo historic properties affected™ sccurntely reflects ils
pesegsment, then it sholl provide documentation of its finding as set forth m 36 C.F.R. § B0O0.11{d) to the
Inddiann SHPO, notify all consulting parties, and make the finding with supporimg decumentationaveilable
for public mspection (36 C.F.R.§% 800.4{d][1] and BOD,2[d][2]},

I} IE, an the other hand, the USDA finds that an historic property may be affected, then it shall notify the
Indinna SHFC, the public and all consulting parties of its finding and seck views on effects in acoordance
with 36 C.F.E. 5§ BOD.4{d¥Z) and 800 2{d¥Z). Thereafier, the USDA muy proceed to npply the crteriaof
adverse effectand determine whether the project swill resultin a “no adverse effect” or an “sdverse effect” in
aceordance with 36 C.F.R, § 8040.5,

A copy of the revised 36 C.F.R Part 800 that went into effect on Augiest 5, 2004, may be found on the Internet ot
wwi acip. gov for vour reference. 1T vou have questions about the comments provided above, please call our office at
(317) 232-1646. You may direct any questions conceming historis buildingor structieres pertaining to this project to
Christopher Koeppel or Dr. Rick Jones, Ouestions pertaiming to archasological izsues should be directed 1o Karie A,
Brudis.

'h":q truly yours, |
":I:J .}LL"-"lI .J_ll_,[__f :Ill.f .u.,lk —

Jon C. Smith
(" Deputy State Histarie Preservation Officer

i
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APPENDIX D. EXAMPLE OF PRODUCT LABELS

SPECIMEN LABEL

UPDATES AVAILABLE AT WWW.GREENBOOK.NET 1

" Valent BioSciences

Follow maﬂufal:turer s instructions for cleaning/maintaining PPE. If no such in-

Foray® 76B

Biological Insecticide
Flowable Concentrate
For the control of Lepidopterous Larvae

ACTIVE INGREDIENT:
Bacillus thuringiensis subspecies kurstaki, strain

ABTS-351, fermentation solids and solubles ...................... 18.44%
Other Ingredients: ... ......... ...t aanns 81.56%
Total: . o e 100.0%

Potency: 16,700 Cabbage Looper Units (CLUVmg of product (equivalent to 76
billion CLU/GAL.).

The percent active ingredient does not indicate product performance and potency
measurements are not federally standardized.

EPA Reg. No. 7304949
© EPA Est. No. 33762-1A-001 LIST NO. 60176

KEEP OUT OF REACH OF CHILDREN

bles, use detergent and hot water. ﬁeep and wash FPE

separately fmm other laundry.
3.0 STORAGE AND DISPOSAL

Do not contaminate water, food or feed by storage or disposal of waste.

Storage: Store in a cool, dry place. Keep containers tightly closed when not in
tore in ‘:buve g and below 25°C (77°F).

Pesticide Disposal: Pesticide waste rcsuilm,g from the use of this product may
be disposed of on site or at an approved waste disposal facility in accordance
uivalent). Then offer for ling or

with federal and local regulations.
Container Disposal: Triple rinse (or e?

of in a sanitary landfill or by incineration,
or, if allowed by state and local authorities, by burning. If burned, stay out of}

|reconditioning or puncture and dispose

4.0 DIRECTIONS FOR USE

It is a violation of Federal law to use this product in a manner inconsistent with its
labeling. Fo; any requirements specific to your State or Tribe, consult the agency
ponsible for pesticid ot

Do not apply this product through any type of irrigation system.
5.0 AGRICULTURAL USE REQUIREMENTS
with its labeli

]

a1

g and with the Worker Pro-
for the
protection of agricultural wmkzrs on farms, forests, nurseries, ‘and greenhouses,
ides. It contains for trai de-|

nouﬁcaucm, and cmerg,

cncy assist It also spoclﬁc
rtaining to the statements on this label about per-

CAUTION Use this product only in ac
1.0 FIRST AID tection Standard, 40 CFR part 170. This S
If on skin » Take off contaminated clothing. and handlers of 1t
dr clothing ® Ringe skin immediately with plenty of water for 15-20 - f
# Call a poison control center or doctor for treatment advice. b WS A P
If in eyes » Hold-eye open and rinse slowly and gently with water for 15-20

minutes,

» Remove contact lenses, if present, after the first 5 minutes, then
continue rinsing eye.

» Call a poison control center or doctor for treatment advice.

and restricted-entry interval. The requirements|
in ﬂus box onlyr apply to uses of this product that are covered by the Worker|
Protection Standard.

Do not apply this product in a way that will contact workers or other persons,
:1ther d;rcc ly or through drift. Only protected handlers may be in the area during|

HOT LINE NUMBER

Have the product containér with you when calling a poison control center or doctor, or
going for treatment, You may also contact 1-877-315-9819 for emergency medical
andfor jon. For all other information, call
1-800-323-9557.

2.0 PRECAUTIONARY STATEMENTS
2.1 HAZARDS TO HUMANS AND DOMESTIC ANIMALS
CAUTION

Causes mod eye i Avoid t with eyes, skin, or clothing. Wash
thoroughly with soap and water afier handling.

2.2 Personal Protective Equipment (PPE)
Applicators and other handlers must wear:
» Long-sleeved shirt

« Long pants

o Waterproof gloves

» Shoes plus socks

23 Agrlxulmral Use Requirements:

Mi ders and appli must wear a dust/mist filtering respirator meeting
NIOSH standards of at least N-95, R-95, or P-95. Repeated exposure to high con-
When

Do not enter or allow worker entry into treated arcas during the restricted entry
interval (REI) of 4 hours.

PPE required for early entry to treated areas that is permitted under the Worker
Protection Standard and that involves contact with anything that has been treated,
such as plants, soil, or water, is:

» Coveralls
» Waterproof gloves
® Shocs plus socks

6.0 APPLICATION

Foray 76B may be applied by ground or aerial equipment undiluted or with

quantitics of water sufficient to pro\flde thorough coverage of plant paris to be
tected, The of water per acre will depend upon crop size,

weather, spray equipment, and local experience.

Avoiding spray drift at the appli site is the ibility of the applicator.

The interaction of many equip and i lated factors determine the

potential for spray drift. The applicator and the grower/treatment coordinator are

responsible for considering all of these factors when making decisions.

7.0 MIXING

Shake or stir Foray 76B before use. Fill spray or mixing tank half full of water.
Begin agitation and pour Foray 76B into water while maintaining continuous
agitation, Add oiim spray material (if any) and balance of water. Agitate as

centrations of microbial pmt.ems can cause a]]erglc i handlers use
closed systems, enclosed cabs, or ai that meets the requirements
listed in the Worker Protection Standard (WPS) for agricultural pesticides [40
CFR 170.240(d)(4-6)], the handler PPE requirements may be reduced or modified
as specified in the WPS.

2.4 Non-Agricultural Use Requirements:

Mixer/loaders and appllcamrs not in enclosed cabs or aircraft must wear a dust/mist
fill

p NIOSH st dard of at least N-95, R-95, or P-95,
peated exp to lgh proteins can causenile:g:c
sensitization.
2.5 User Safety Recommendations
Users should:

» Wash hands before eating, drinking, chewing gum, using tobacco or using the
toilet

* R g
put on clean clothing.

* Remove PPE immediately after handling the product. Wash outside of gloves|
before removing. As soon as possible, wash thoroughly and change into clean
clothing,

2.6 Environmental Hazards

For temrestrial agricultural uses, do not apply directly to water, or to areas where
surface water is present or to intertidal areas w the mean high water mark.
Do not contaminate water when cleaning equipment or disposing of equipment

Tnthing i fiately if

&4

de gets inside. Wash thoroughly and|

y to Do not allow diluted mixture to remam in the
tank l‘m‘ more than 72 hours.
The use of a spreader-sticker approved for use on gmwmg crops | is recommended
for hard to wet crops such as cole crops or to imp of the spray
deposits. Combinations with (.ommcmly used spray tank adjuvants are generally
not deleterious to Foray 76B, if the mix is used promptly. Before mixing in the
spray tank, it is advisable to test physical compatibility by mixing all components
in a small container in proportionate quantities.

8.0 SPRAY VOLUMES

Ground Application: Use recommended amount of Foray 76B in ground equip-
ment with quantities of water sufficient to provide thorough coverage of plant
parts to be protected. The amount of water needed per acre will depend upon
crop size, wealher ditions, spray t used and local experience.
Aerial Ap ti Use rec t of Foray 76B in aerial equipment
undiluted or with quantities of water sufficient to provide thorough coverage of
plant parts to be protected. In th: western US 5-10 galluns per acre is the normal
; in the east of 2-3 gallons is normally used. The
minimum amount of water nw:i::d per acre will depend upon crop size, weather
conditions, spray equipment used and local experience.

9.0 GENERAL AGR]CULTURAL USE INSTRUCTIONS
Foray 76B is a biol 1 for the | of lepidopterous larvae, It

contains the spores and endotoxin crystals of Bacillus thuringiensis kurstaki. Foray
768 must be ingested by the larvae to be effective. For consistent control, apply

at first sign of newly hatched larvae (1st and 2nd instar larvae). Susc::pu'h!: larvae

ded

= "

ashwaters.
Database and format copyright © by Vance Communication Corp. A

that ingest Foray 76B cease feeding within a few hours and die within 2-5 days.
All rights reserved.

1



UPDATES AVAILABLE AT WWW.GREENBOOK.NET 2

SPECIMEN LABEL

" Foray 76B may be applied up to and on the day of harvest.

For maximum effectiveness the following is 1 ded

Monitor fields to detect early infestations.

nru:{)lgcfo oray 76B when eggs start hatching and larvae are small (early instars)
gac bebiee re sigmﬂcant crop damage occurs. Larvae must be actively feeding to

Repeat appllcahmevery 3 to 14 days to maintain control and protect new plant

growth. Factors affectin ing spray interval include rate of plant growth, weather
conditions, and n ons. Monitor populations of pests and beneficials to
determine proper timing of applications.

Under conditions of heavy pest pressures or when large worms are present use
the higher rate, shorten the application interval, and/or improve spray coverage to
enhance control. When these conditions are present, a contact insecticide should
be used to enhance control.

Thorough coverage is essential for optimum performance. Ground applicators
equipped with directed drop nozzles can improve coverage.

10.0 Table 1.

Rate'
(oz/acre)

13.5-67.5

Dosage!
(BIU/acre)

8-40

Pets

Gypsy Moth
Elm-Spanworm

Spruce Budworm
Browntail Moth
Douglas Fir

~ Tussock Moth
Conewarm

Buck Moth

13.5-50.5 8-30

Tussock Moth

Pine Butterfly

Bagworm -

- Leafroller

Tortrix

Mimosa Webworm

Tent Caterpillar

Jackpine Budwaorm

Blackheaded Budworm

Saddled Prominent

Saddleback Caterpillar

Eastern & Western
Hemlock Looper

Orangestriped Oakworm

Satin Moth

10.0-27.0 6-16

Redhumped Caterpillar 7.0-13.5
Spring & Fall
Cankerworm
California Oakworm

] Fall Webworm
Special Tnstructions
'Use the higher
populations.
?In treating gypsy moth infested trees and shrubs in urban, rural, and semi-rural arcas, exposure
of non-target vegetation incloding, but not limited to, native and ormamental species and
food or feed crops is permitied.
'}‘![gNDSMONS FOR USE FOR NON-AGRICULTURAL APPLICA-

11.1 NON-AGRICULTURAL USE REQUIREMENTS

The requirements in this box apply to uses that are NOT within the scope of the
Worker Protection Standard for agricultural pesticides (40 CFR Part 170). The
‘WPS applies when this product is used to produce agricultural plants on farms,
forests, nurseries or greenhouses.

Keep unprotected p

Avoiding spray drift at the application site is the responsibility of the applicator.

The interaction of many equipment- and weather-related factors determine the

potential for spray drift. The applicator and the grower/treatment coordinator are

responsible for considering all of these factors when making decisions.

It is a violation of Federal law to use this product in a manner inconsistent with its

labeling. For any requirements specific to your State or Tribe, consult the agency

responsible for pesticide regulation.

Not for use on plants being grown for sale or other commercial use, or for com-

mercial seed production, or for rescarch purposes. For usc on plants intended for

aesthetic purposes or climatic modification and being grown in lnll.‘,ﬂ (Elamscapes

ornamental gardens or parks, or on golf courses or lawns and groun:

Not for use on trees being ﬁwn for sale or other commercial use, or for com-

mercial seed production, or for the production of timber or wood pmducts, or for

research purposes except for wide-area public pest control programs s

by gg ovemnment entities, such as mosquito abatement, gypsy moth cnmml and
rlonanm fruit fly emdacauon .

' .

d rates on

d larval stages or under high density larval

out of the treated arcas until sprays have dried.

of irrigation system.

Foray 76B contains the spores and endotoxin crystals of Bacillus thuringiensis
kurstaki. Foray 76B is a stomach poison and is effective against lepidopterous
larvae. After ingestion, larvac stop fccdl.ng within hours and die 2-5 days later.

Maximum activity is exhibited against carly instar larvac. Foray 76B may be used
for both ground and aerial application. product should be shaken or stirred
before use. Add some water to the tank mix, pour the recommended amount of
Foray 76B into the tank and then add the remaining amount of water to obtain the
proper mix ratio. Agifate as necessary to maintain the suspension. The diluted
mix should be used within 72 hours.

11.2 Ground Application:

Use an adequate amount of tank mix to obtain thorough coverage without excessive
run off. Use the rccommended per acre dosages of Foray 76B in up to the following
amounts of water:

High volume hydraulic sprayers
Mist blowers
11.3 Aerial Application:
Foray 76B may be applied aerially, either alone or diluted with water at the
dosages shown in the application rates table. Spray volumes of 28-128 ounces
per acre are recommended. Best results are expected when Foray 76B is applied
to dry foliage.
12.0 Table 2.

100 gallons
10 gallons

Rate'
(oz./acre)
13.5-67.5

Dosage'
(BIU/acre)

8-40

Pets

Gypsy Moth
Elm Spanworm

Crop

Forests,

Shade Trees,
Ormnamentals,
Shrubs, Sugar
Maple Trees,
Ornamental Fruit,
Nut & Citrus
Trees®

Spruce Budworm

Browntail Moth

Douglas Fir
Tussock Moth

Coneworm

Buck Moth

13.5-50.5 8-30

Tussock Moth

Pine Buttcrfly

Bagworm

Leafrollers

Tortrix

Mimosa Webworm

Tent Caterpillar

Jackpine Budworm

Blackheaded Budworm

Saddled Prominent

Saddleback Caterpillar

Eastern & Western
Hemlock Looper

Orangestriped Oakworm

Satin Moth

10.0-27.0 6-16

Redhumped Caterpillar
Spring & Fall

Cankerworm
California Oakworm
Fall Webworm

7.0-13.5 4-8

.Sptchl Instructions

!'Use the higher recommended rates on advanced larval stages or under high density larval
populations.

*In treating gypsy moth infested trees and shrubs in urban, rural, and semi-rural areas, exposure
of non-target vegetation including, but not limited to, native and ornamental species and
food or feed crops is permitted.

13.0 NOTICE OF WARRANTY

SELLER MAKES NO WARRANTY, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, OF MER-
CHANTABILITY, FITNESS OR OTHERWISE CONCERNING THE USE OF
THIS PRODUCT OTHER THAN AS INDICATED ON THE LABEL. USER
ASSUMES ALL RISK OF USE, STORAGE OR HANDLING NOT IN STRICT
ACCORDANCE WITH ACCOMPANYING DIRECTIONS.

VALENT BIOSCIENCES® CORPORATION
870 Technology Way

Libertyville, IL 60048—800-323-9597
04-4416/R3

@© Valent BioSciences Corporation April, 2003

ViID 5.5.04

Do not appl
ftl::nt eopyrlght

Database and ¥y Vance Communication Corp. /

All rights reserved.
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